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ABSTRACT 

Contained in this working note are the results of the 
Community Forum on Financial Assistance held on September 24, 1974, 
at Rhode Island Junior College. 

The two-hundred and Vifteen people invited to the conference 
were asked by mail to rank the eight financial aid criteria in terms 
of importance for possible use in selecting financial assistance 
recipients. Thirty-two of these anonymous questionnaires (Shown in 
Appendix A) were returned by mail in advance of the conference and 
the resultant ranking of financial aid criteria is summarized in 
Table IB. 

Table IB 

Distribution of Rank Preference to 
Eight Possible Criteria for Financial Assistance Determination 

by Percentage of Responses 





Resul tant 


^^crcentage of Responses by Rank Preference 




CRITERIA 


Rank 












... 
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1 8 


Resultant Score* 


•financial Need 
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77?;^ 


21% 














1.43 


Sc h 0 1 a s t ic^ Ab i J_i_tjf; 
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18:^ 
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0 0/ 
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9% 
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4.35 


Nu,-ibor of Years 
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lor. 
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3% 


4.59 
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6% 
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9% 


16% 


5.17 
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31% 


13% 


5.52 


Stt.ident's Program 






















of Studies 
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27::. 


6;.; 


34 V.. 


16% 


19/. 


5.95 


Student's Age 


8 


3% 


6:'. 


13/. 


3% 


6% 


197. 


9% ! 


41% 


6.01 



*See Appendix 0 for analysis techniques. 
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Sixty-two of the eighty-five participants ranked the eight 
financial assistance criteria at the end of the forum. The resultant 
ranking of the criteria is summarized in Table 2B. 

Table 2B 

Distribtuion of Rank Preference to 
Eight Possible Criteria for Financial Assistance Determination 

by Percentage of Responses 



CRITERIA 


Resul tant 
Rank 


Percentage of Responses bj 


/ Rank Preference 


Resultant Score 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


Financial Need 


1 


93% 


7% 














1.08 


Scholastic Ability 


2 


4% 


91% 


6% 












2.04 


Time Enrolled 


3 




2% 


39% 


46% 


7% 


2% 




2% 


' 3.68 


Number of Years 
Completed 


4 




8% 


32% 


24% 


16% 


16% 


5% 




• 

4.19 


Location of 
Institution 


5 




2% 


20% 


17% 


29% 


10% 


12% 


10% 


5.01 


Type of Institution 


6 






16% 


14% 


14% 


38% 


14% 


5% 


5.40 


Student's Program 
of Studies 


7 






3% 


6% 


6% 


20% 


43% 


23% 


6.68 


Student's Age 


8 






3% 




26% 


3% 


14% 


54% 


6.87 
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Both the thirty-two pre-conf erence questionnaires and the 
sixty-two post-conference questionnaires were anonymous. It was, 
therefore, not possible to determine the change caused by the forum 
on individual participants; nor was it possible to precisely determine 
the "pre" vs. "post" questionnaire effect of the forum, sincy the 
thirty-two invitees, who mailed in the questionnaire in advance of 
the forum, composed a different sample from the sixty-two people who 
attended the forum. 

d 

i i 



Tne similarity between ranking of the "pre" and the "post" 
conference financial aid criteria is striking. The mean rank of the 
"pre" rankings and the "post" rankings are presented in the last 
column of Table 1 and Table 2. respectively. The eight criteria are 
ranked in identical order by the "pre" and the "post" respondents. 
The most important change was in the "Student's Program of Studies." 

While the identical order of the "pre" and the "post" 
rankings is the :nost striking outcome, the "pre" and the "post" 
rankings did differ in other respects. The four criteria ranked as 
"most important" on the "pre" rankings were ranked even more extreme 
In importance on the "post" rankings. The four criteria ranked as 
"least important" on the "pre" rankings had even less importance on 
tne "post" rankings. On the "post" rankings, the sixty-two respond- 
ents were especially clear In their ranking of the two most important 
'criteria. Ninety-three percent of the respondents ranked "Financial 
Need" first, while ninety-one percent of these same respondents had 
ranked "Scholastic Ability" as second. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On November 29. 1973, the Board of Regents identified 
financing pos tsecondary education as a priority item for planning 
activities for the Department of Education. In order to fulfill the 
intent of the law (16-49-4 subsection 3) requiring the Board of 
Regents to "communicate with and seek the advice of those concerned 
with and affected by its determinations..." the Department of edu- 
cation utilized a forum process *o obtain constituent's views on 
the specific subject of "who should receive priority for limited 
financial assistance resources." 

The Department of Education's planning core group for 
financial assistance sought individuals and organizations who it 
believed might either be interested in participating in forum 
activities; or be capable of identifying individuals and organiza- 
tions interested in attending. In total, two-hundred and fifteen 
individuals representing a cross section of Rhode Island public 
believed to be affected by decisions in the area of financial 
assistance, were mailed a package of materials (see Appendix A for 
f i rs t mai 1 -out) . 

Tne invitees represented the following sectors: 
A . C i t i zens 

1 . Students 

2. Parents 

B . El ected Officials 

1. General Officers of Rhode Island 

2. Rhode Island Congressional Delegation 

3. State Representatives 
^ 4. State Senators 



C . Governing/Planning Bo dies 

1 . Board of Regents 

2. Rhode Island State Planning Commission 

3. Legislative Commission for Scholarships 

4. Rhode Island State Advisory Council on 

Vocational Education 

D . Aqenci es 

1. Adult Corre ional Institution 

2. Department of Education 

3. Vocational Rehabilitation 

4. Commission for Human Rights 

5. Youth Services Bureau 

6. Career Education Project 

7. Career Development Center 

8. Opportunities for Veterans 

9. Rhode Island Assistance Corporation 

E . Social vOrqanizations 

1. N.A.A.C.P. 

2. P.A.C.E. 

3. Rhode Island Committee for the Humanities 

4. Providence Human Relations Commission 

5. Urban League of Rhode Island 

6. Rhode Island Bar Association 

F . Civic Organizations 

1. Rhode Island League of Cities and Towns 

2. League of Women Voters 

3. Rotary of Providence 

8 
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G • E ducational Organ i z_a 1 1 on s 

1. Rhode Island Association of School 

Super i ntenden ts 

2. Rhode Island Association of Secondary 

School Principals 

3. Rhode Island Association of School Committees 

4. Rhode Island Association of Guidance Counselors 

5. Rhode Island Congress P.T.A. 

6. Volunteers in Rhode Island Schools 

7. Independent School Association 

8. Rhode Island Education Association 

9. Rhode Island Federation of Teachers 

H . Publ ic and Private Higher Educat i on Fun ctions 

1. Institutional Presidents 

2. Financial Aid Officers 

3. Director of Admissions 

4. Undergraduate Student Senate Presidents 

5. Graduate Student Senate Presidents 

6. Faculty Senate Presidents 

7. Alumni Association Presidents 

I . B usiness and Industr y 

1. AFL-CIO 

2. Old Stone Bank 

3. Rhode Island Hospital Trust 

4. Citizens Bank 

J • Prop rietary School R egr e s e n tjjt. i,ve_s 

1. Cumberland School of Welding 

2. DeFelice Real Estate School 
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Nationwide Tractor Trailer 


10. 


Sawyer School of Business 



Of the total number of individuals who received invita- 
tional materials, seventy-five responded to confirm their attendance. 
Upon receipt of confirmation cards, participants were mailed a letter 
o'" "thank you" which outlined their role in the decision-making process 
and the tasks to be performed at the Forum (see Appendix B for second 
mail out). 

On the evening of the Forum, participants assembled for 
official registration whereupon the total attendance body resulted 
in eighty-five participants (see Appendix C for list of participant 
body) . 

Participants in the Forum were asked to complete six tasks. 
These tasks were: 

1. To examine the ranking of criteria as determined 
by the analysis of responses to the brief survey 
that accompanied the invitation to attend the 
Forum. The eight criteria, derived from a depart- 
mental survey of other states, were: 

a. Financial Need 

b. Scholastic Ability 

c. Time Enrolled 
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d. Number of Years Completed 

e. Location of Institution 

f. Type of Institution 

g. Student's Program of Studies 

h. Student's Age 

2. To modify or endorse the order in which the 
criteria were placed by the entire participant 
body . 

3. To identify the values and philosophical bases 
that underlie the placement of those criteria in 
the order as agreed by each group. 

4. To re-rank the criteria on an individual basis, 
so that individual responses might be tabulated 

at the Forum for participant review of the changes 
that may have taken place as a result of further 
elaboration of the issues. 

5. To simulate the allocation of resources to 
student types by using the top three ranked 
criteria in the order selected by each group. 

6. To evaluate Forum activities. 

This report is a summary of their responses to these 

tasks . 
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Pre-Conf erence Survey 

Prior to the conference, invitees were asked to rank the 
eight criteria (see Appendix A). Results of their ranking are 
presented in Table 1 . 

Clearly, there is no consensus from the thirty-four respond- 
ents as to the relative importance of the eight criteria for financial 
assistance determination. 

If there were consensus, one rank for each criterion would 
have 100;^ of the responses. 

Financial Nee d 

The closest area to consensus is in the criterion of 
Financial Need. Seventy-seven percent of the respondents designated 
this criterion as rank number one. Further, 98% of the respondents 
viewed this criterion as being ranked no less than second in importance. 

Scholastic Ability 

The method of analysis ranks this criterion as number two; 
however, this criterion falls in a tenuous state when one considers 
that 42% of the respondents ranked it as 1 ess than second. 

Time Enrolled/Number of Years Completed 

These two criteria have scores which are so close that it 
is difficult clearly to distinguish one as out-ranking the other. One 
can observe that there is no consensus for each, with each being 
designated as ranked number two through eight. 

The Remaining Four Criteria 

The response pattern is extremely diffuse here, with spreads 
all across tno board. Through further discussion, these items might 
be clarified end ranked appropriately. 

12 
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l^re-coi.ierence 



Distribution of Rank Preference to 
Eight Possible Criteria for Financial Assistance Determination 

by Number of Responses 



CRITERIA 


Resultant 
Rank 


Number of Responses by Rank Preference 


Blank 
Responses 


Number 
of Total 
Responses 


1 


2 


3 


4 


b 


6 


7 


8 


Financial Need 


1 


do 


7 
/ 












] 


— — 


34 


:>CnOiaStlC MDiiity 




0 


1 H 


u 


0 
c 




1 


] 






34 


1 ime tnro i \ eo 


3 




3 


9 


1 


5 


3 


3 


2 


2 


32 


Number o'' Years 
LOinpieted 


4 




5 


6 


6 


5 


2 


7 


1 


2 


32 


Location of 
Institution 


5 


2 


2 


2 


3 


0 


6 


3 


5 


2 


ic 


Type of Institution 


6 




2 


3 


6 


5 


2 


10 


4 


2 


32 


Student's Program 
of Studies 


7 






2 


7 


2 


11 


5 


6 


2 


32 


Student's Age 


8 


1 


2 


4 


1 


2 


6 


3 


13 


2 


32 
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Distribution of Rank Preference to 
Eight Possible Criteria for Financial Assistance Determination 

by Percentage of Responses 
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Resultant 


Percentage of Responses bj 


i Rank Preference 


Resultant Score* 


CRITERIA 


Rank 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


Financial Need 


1 


77% 


21% 












3% 


1.43 


Scholastic Ability 


2 


18% 


41% 


18% 


6% 


12% 


3% 


3% 




2.77 


Time Enrolled 


3 




9% 


28% 


22% 


10% 


9% 


9% 


6% 


4.35 


Number of Years 
Completed 


4 




10% 


19% 


19% 


16% 


6:5b 


22% 


3% 


4.59 


Location of 
Institution 


5 


6% 


5% 


6% 


9% 


28% 


19% 


9% 


16% 


5.1/ 


Type of Institution 


6 




6% 




19% 


16% 


6% 


31% 


13% 


5.52 


Student's Program 
of Studies 


7 






3% 


2^:% 


6% 


34% 


16% 


19% 


5.95 


Student's Aqe 


8 


3% 


6% 


13% 


3% 


6% 


19% 


9% 


41% 


6.01 



*See Appendix 0 for analysis techniques. 
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While there is unclarity, there are signs of intense 
disagreement for the criteria: location of institution and student' 
age. One can observe that respondents ranked each of the these 
criteria as first and last. 
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-9- Task fl2 

Group Workshops 

Participants in the forum were asked to meet in small 
working groups to collectively react to the priorities of the eight 
criteria as determined by the pre-conf erence survey. It was thought 
that these discussions would provide an opportunity to clarify and 
expand upon individuals' understanding of the issues involved as 
well as an opportunity for participants to express their views. 
Group recorders were asked to provide brief summary statements of these 
discussions. Below are the reports of the group recorders. 

Group 1 

The group could not arrive at a consensus concerning the 
priority of the criteria presented. 

The group was equally divided on two points: 

1. That the criteria, entitled financial need and 
scholastic ability should ba packaged into another 
category as opposed to being individually 
treated . 

2. The other half of the group felt that the priority 
#1 should be the demonstration of financial need 
as the prime requirement for a student to receive 
financial assistance. 

Beyond this point, there were some concerns expressed 
that variables four through eight did not merit consideration. 

Group 2 

The entire group session focused opinions and discussion 
on Criteria #1 and #2. Criteria #6 was placed third, primarily because 

Id 
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it generated a lot of debate but was not necessarily considered a 
priority. The group felt that the remaining criteria should be 
placed at the bottom of the rank order, with the possibility of 
#8 being removed entirely. 

There was much discussion on the placement of #1 and #2, 
at one time almost being considered a tie. It was finally decided 
that (^1 and #2 should remain in that order but that more time and 
research should be put into how #1 and #2 could be combined in order 
to being about a fair and honest decision for a scholarship winner. 
It was the consensus that motivation should definitely be taken into 
consideration and not ignored completely; that a subjective evalua- 
tion be considered; that there is a very strong need at this time 
of serious economic and inflationary problems, to concentrate 
seriously on the middle class by trying to strengthen and blend 
financial need and scholastic ability. 

The group finalized their discussion by pointing out that 
#1 and #2 were their main concerns and that without a doubt, financial 
need and scholastic ability should definitely be weighted together. 

Group 3 

Of the eight criteria only one was accepted as legitimate-- 

Financial Need. 

Financial Need was viewed as the only criterion that 
could be measured and administered equitably. 
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Group 4 

Participants in this group were of varied backgrounds and 
concerns. They voiced serious objections to various aspects of the 
forum and generally resisted being forced to make a group decision. 

They did, however, vote to rank four criteria in this 

order : 

1. Financial Need 

2. Scholastic Ability 

3. Time Enrolled 

4. Type of Institution 

The group members expressed concern that there was not real 
aoreement on the definitions of the terms which were voted upon. 

The strongest value which seemed to emerge from the dis- 
cussion was that students should have the maximum amount of choice 
regarding their pos tsecondary options. 

Another value which emerged was that Rhode Island financial 
aid should be made to Rhode Island students attending Rhode Island 
i nsti tutions . 

Most of the discussion centered around other issues than 
the first two choices to determine the validity of the other criteria. 
Several members thought that there is a real need to define what is 
meant by "scholastic ability." 

Group 5 

Many philosophical issues were discussed in group #5 before 

the members focused in at the tasks at hand. Participants were 
reluctant to rank who should receive financial assistance before 
they had an opportunity to vent some of their feelings concerning 
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educdtion generally. Much of the initial discussion centered on 
whether or not education was contributing to individuals what was 
needed in a rapidly changing society (future shocks). Value of 
particular programs was also discussed at length--the liberal arts 
student vs. the vocational student. Strong feelings surfaced on 
student motivation and some individuals felt this should be the ninth 
criterion forfinancial assistance. 

As the time became a factor, the group became more task 
oriented. With the exception of one individual, the group agreed 
that financial need should be ranked as #1 priority in awarding 
scholarship monies. The one individual held firm to the need of 
combining financial need with scholastic ability. The group ranked 
scholastic ability as #2 priority and perceni: of time enrolled as 
#3 priority in awarding scholarship monies. 

Group 6 

This group ranked four criteria in the following order: 
1.. Financial Need 

2. Scholastic Abi 1 i ty 

3. Location of Institution 

4. Time Enrolled 

Financial need was simply assumed to be important. The 
arguments differentiating need from ability were centered on why 
ability should not be first--i.e., it is not easy to measure; 
motivation is important, though it can be measured somewhat, etc. 

There is a limited amount of money to go around these days. 
Keep It to help the students in state, then there will be enough per 
campus to make a difference. Provide aid for students studying In 
another state, if that state is in reciprocity on this matter. 

18 
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The group thought that full-time students had higher expenses 
and less opportunity to work and therefore should be favored with 
assi stance . 

G roup 7 

This group displayed enthusiasm in discussing the issues. 
Everyone took part. In spite of the broad acceptance of need being 
the number one criterion, they did not pursue any discussion concerning 
the methods of determining need. There were no objections to accepting 
this broad measure so that discussion could progress to other criteria. 

A good deal of time was spent analyzing scholastic ability, 
the group's choice as the second most important criterion. It was 
felt that the program of study should be relevant to a student's 
vocational objectives in order for the student to be considered for 
assistance. Additionally, new methods should be instituted in order 
to measure one's ability. The present system of measurement, SAT 
and class rank, may gauge academic abilities, although some members 
disputed the significance of these devices; however, consensus 
developed that other quantitative methods should be devised relative 
to broad, r. tsecondary education. 

Because of time constraints, the remaining criteria 
received limited discussion. Consensus was accomplished for the 
third choice, "Number of Years Completed." It was felt that the 
continuing student in a block of study should receive priority over 

a new student. 

Consensus was also reached for criterion four, "Time 
Enrolled." Part-time as well as full-time students should receive 
equal opportunity for assistance. 

10 



-14- 



G roup 8 

This group demonstrated strong concern and interest. 
Little stimulus was necessary to launch the discussion. 

Without exception, the primary concern of this group in 
discussing fin<^ncial aid centered around the question of NEED . They 
felt strongly that changes should be enacted, and that these changes 
should be based on the financial need of the student. Examples of 
inequities in the present system were described at length which re- 
inforced the group opinion that concrete adjustments must be made 
and that those adjustments must be based strictly on financial need. 

Group 9 

Discussion in this group was very lively inasmuch as there 
was representation from both the public and private sector in higher 
education, including a financial assistance officer and a student. 

Feelings ran high with regard to the criteria presented and 
there was little problcn with arriving at the decision that financial 
need be the first and foremost requirement for financial assistance. 
Inasmuch as a financial assistance officer was in this qroup, there 
was high recognition of the fact that there would be limited funds 
and unlimited numbers of requests for those funds. For this reason, 
the group reviewed each of the cr'iteria and ranked them. There 
was consensus in most areas, and it should be noted that scholastic 
ability was considered very closely allied with need in determining 
assistance. There was a philosophical concern for the student who 
shows potential, but at the same time, the group recognized that a 
mechanism should be provided for those who have less obvious potential. 
Ability should be more clearly defined so as not to exclude those who 
are work-oriented but not academically-achieving. 

20 
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There was strong feel'.ng that state funds remain in the 
state. It should be noted that there was equAl'.y strong feeling that 
equal access be given to every student to use the funds anywhere in 
order to provide for open access to education. 

Criterion Number. 1 - Financial Need--An individual view of 
fie PCS is needed in order to assess more correctly a student's need. 
Princeton does a fine job, but variables are not always considered. 
There is an inequity involved when real property values are counted 
heavily in assessing a family's ability to pay. Here it becomes 
advantageous to be burdened with a mortgage or with loans. This 
would indicate almost that thrift is penalized. 

Scholastic Abi 1 i ty--Th i s was considered a close tie in with 
need in determining assistance. (See explanation above.) 

Criterion Number. 3 - Number of Pos tsecondary Years Completed-- 
It was felt that demonstrated past achievement should be a variable. 
This probably has a lower ranking than need or ability. 

Criterion Number 4 - Type of Insti tution--There was a consensus 
that this has a low priority. There was strong feeling by one member, 
however, that he would favor support for public institutions because 
the dollars would go further. 

Criterion Number 5 - Location of Insti tution--There was very 
strong feeling that funds should stay in the state on the assumption 
that there would be the barest of monies available and that equal 
access be given to students to use funds anywhere In Rhode Island. 
If more dollars should become available, there was feeling that those 
funds could be utilized to support the student who goes to school 
out-of-state. 

ERIC 
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Criteri on Number 6- Student's Age--There was a feeling 
expressed that by aiding the youngest, there would be more general 
productivity to society. The older student, however, should be 
considered in assessing need on an individual basis. 

Criterion Number 7- Part Time vs. Full Time--Part-time 
studen'.s sometimes are penalized because of the additional dollars 
that they bring in to support themselves as against the full-time 
student who relies almost totally on financial assistance. There was 
consensus that there should be no difference in determining the 
distribution of funds relative to this criterion. 

Criterion Number 8 - Student Programs--There was consensus 
that this has a very, very low priority. Should this be a determining 
factor, it would smack of pa ternal 1 5fi . There should be some considera- 
tion given to the economic stability and needs of the community, however, 
but very little in determining financial assistance. 
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Explanations Offered to Support Ranking Choices 

Forum participants were asked to explain the values which 
led them to their particular choices of each criterion on special 
forms . 

Of the sixty-two ranking sheets filled out. only twenty-two 
respondents completed the form as fully as instructed; the other forty 
either failed to complete ranking all eight criteria or indicated 
their refusal to do so. Twelve respondents indicated somewhere in 
their comments a desire to see need and ability combined in some 
fashion. It was also clear that the comments revealed significant 
misunderstanding of the meaning of the issues involved in the criteria, 

The explanations did. however, provide the respondents with 
an additional opportunity to share their views on financial assistance 
for postsecondary education. What follows is a summary analysis of 
all the comments made on the ranking sheets. 

1. ¥i,mnciat weed: Eight of the respondents indicated 
that it was the only relevant criterion, which was 
second in number only to those wishing to see it 
combined with ability. Other explanations offered 
in decreasing order of frequency were: "To increase 
opportunity." "to equalize opportunity." "what 

It's all about." "obvious." 

2. AbiiUij'- Twelve of those offering explanations 
to this issue wanted to see it combined in some 
manner with financial need. Six indicated a 

CJ-, desire to see the method of defining ability 

refined and another six responded that it should 
not be restricted to an "academic" definition. 
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Six respondents indicated a preference to see 
ability linked in some manner with motivation. 
Others commented on the recipients' ability to 
benefit and on seeing ability balanced with 
achi evement . 

3. Time e.nn.oile.d'' Twelve respondents indicated that 
part-time students deserve some consideration for 
financial assistance. Five other respondents 
indicated, however, that full-time students deserve 
priority. One respondent suggested that the state 
should not subsidize those who receive salary 
increments for additional credits, i. e. teachers. 

4. Numbe.fL oi$ completed- There was no clear 
consensus on this issue and a number of responses 
indicate that there was a certain confusion as 

to its meaning. Four respondents indicated that 
the state's financial assistance program should 
help to keep students from "dropping out" as a 
result of financial need while another four felt 
that it should be concentrated at the lower levels. 

5. Location o ini>t4,tutioni Only one respondent 

indicated that the Rhode Island financial assistance 

program be exclusively restricted to Rhode Island 

institutions. Ten people indicated that financial 

aid should be allowed for students enrolled in an 

out-of-s:ate program of study provided that no 

Q equivalent in-state program is available. Seven 

ERIC 
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respondents indicated that aid could follow a 
student out-of-state provided that reciprocal 
agreements were made, while five said that it was 
not a relevant concern. 

Type oi iiUtitutiuni Only one respondent indicated 
that proprietary schools be ineligible to accept 
financial aid. All other respondents voiced a 
desire to allow students to attend the institution 
of their choice, regardless of type. 

Student^ ^ pfLog^am While there were 

few explanations offered for this criteria, there 
were strong negative expressions of its validity. 
Several said "never" and one said "this scares 
me." Seven said that the employment of this 
cri terion would abridge the individual's freedom 
of choice. 

Age- Four respondents indicated that aid should 
be concentrated in the 18-25 age group while five 
thought that some aid should be available for 
older students. Eight respondents, however, said 
that this was an "unimportant" or "irrelevant" 
cri teri on . 
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Post-Conference Ranking of the Eight Criteria 



o 

ERIC 



Table 2A displays the distribution of Rank Preferences 
to the Eight Criteria by the number of responses to each criterion. 

It should be noted tht sixty-two respondents returned 
questionnaires to group recorders for analysis; however, every 
respondent did not choose to rank each criterion in every case. 
For example: For the criterion of Student's Age, one may observe 
that of the sixty-two respondents, twenty-seven chose not to 
indicate a rank for that criterion. 

Table 2B displays the distribution of Rank Preferences to 
the Eight Criteria by the percentage of responses . It must be 
understood that such percentages are based only on the number of 
"legitimate" responses; i.e., only those cases where participants 
choose to rank the criterion in question. All blank responses were 
disregarded in computing percentages. 

In many cases, participants explained their reasons for 
not considering a particular criterion or sets of criteria. Such 
responses were treated in the preceding section so as not to confuse 
their illegitimacy of format with any invalidity of judgment. 

For convenience, we will employ Table 2B as a basis for 
our observations of the response patterns. 

1 • Finan cial Need 

Clearly this criterion was seen as foremost for judging 
students for financial assistance. Of the eight possible criteria, 
there was least disagreement about this value. One can observe 
that only seven percent of the respondents ranked this criterion 
as being second in importance. 

26 
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Post-Conference 



Distribution of Rank Preference to 
Eight Possible Criteria for Financial Assistance Determination 

by Number of Responses 



CRITERIA 


rvcou 1 Cu 11 u 

Rank 


Number of Responses by Rank Preference 


Blank 
Responses 


Number 
of Total 
Response 


1 


2 


3 


4 


c 
D 


c 
0 


1 


o 
O 


nnanciaJ rjecu 


1 


56 


4 














2 


62 


Scholastic Ability 


2 


2 


48 


3 












9 


62 


Time Enrolled 


3 




1 


16 


19 


3 


1 




1 


21 


62 


Number of Years 
Completed 


4 




3 


12 


9 


6 


6 


2 


— 


24 


62 


Location of 
Insti tution 


5 




1 


8 


7 


12 


4 


5 


4 


21 


62 


Type of Institution . 


6 






6 


5 


5 


14 


5 


2 


25 


62 


Student's Program 
of Studies 


7 






1 


2 


2 


7 


15 


8 


27 


62 


Student's Aqe 


8 






1 




9 


1 


5 


19 


27 


62 



B 

Distribtuion of Rank Preference to 
Eight Possible Criteria for Financial Assistance Determination 

by Percentage of Responses 



CRITERIA 


Resultant 
Rank 


Percentage of Responses bj 


i Rank Preference 


Resultant Score 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


Financial Need 


1 


93% 


7% 














1.08 


Scholastic Ability 


2 


4% 


91% 


6% 












2.04 


Time Enrolled 


3 




2% 


39% 


46% 


7% 


2% 




2% 


- 3.68 


Number of Years 
Completed 


4 




8% 


32% 


24% 


16% 


16% 


5% 




4.19 


Location of 
Institution 


5 




2% 


20% 


17% 


29% 


10% 


12% 


10% 


5.01 


Type of Institution 


6 






16% 


14% 


14% 


38% 


14% 


5% 


5.40 


Student's Program 
of Studies 


7 






3% 


6% 


6% 


20% 


43% 


23% 


6.68 


Student's Aqe 


8 






3% 




26% 


3% 


14% 


54% 


6.87 
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2. Scholastic Abi 1 i ty 

Under this criterion, it can be observed that the over- 
whelming majority of respondents selected "Scholastic Ability" as 
,the second most important criterion (91%). On the aggregate, there 
is consensus that this item should be ranked no lower than third 
in importance, since there were no indications that this criterion 
be ranked four through eight. One might assume that the intensity 
of disagreement is minimal here, since the range is small and the 
numbers contributing to the range is low. 

3. Time Enrol 1 ed 

The method of analysis ranks "Time Enrolled" as the third 
criterion in terms of importance (resultant score: 3.68). 

There is, however, considerable disagreement as to the 
relative value of this criterion for financial assistance determina- 
tion. Twenty-one of the sixty-two respondents did not consider 
this criterion. In addition, one may observe that fifty-seven percent 
of the respondents would disagree with placing this criterion third. 

When one considers that the plurality of respondents placed 
this item as fourth, concluding that this is the third most important 
criterion becomes doubtful. 

Number of Years Compl eted . 

Here we can observe that the plurality of respondents 
(32%) indicated that "Number of Years Completed" should be con- 
sidered as the third most important criterion. The relatively high 
disagreement about the value of this criterion enters into the 
statistical analysis of the responses, thereby adjusting the place- 
ment of this item as fourth in importance. 

28 
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Perhaps the greatest problem in identifying the relative 
priority of criteria rests between "Time Enrolled" and "Years 
Compl eted" . 

Location of Insti tution 

It is within this criterion that we observe the greatest 
disagreement on relative value. Participants responded that this 
item should be considered from second through eighth in relative 
importance; no other criterion holds such a varied response pattern. 
This variety of rank preference indicates some degree of disagreement 
but since there is no evidence of the clustering of response at the 
extreme rank values, we should not assume polarization of the 
participants on this issue. 

Type of Insti tution Attending 
Student ' s Program of Studi es 
Student ' s Age 

In light of the fact that at least twenty-five of the 
sixty-two participants failed to respond to these criteria, any 
observations of the response patterns must not be regarded as 
concl us 1 ve . 

It may be noteworthy to indicate that the resultant rank 
for each of the three criteria match the plurality rank preference 
for each criterion. 

For example; the plurality of respondents designated 
"Student's Age" as being ranked eighth in importance, and the 
resultant rank also placed this item as last. 
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Allocation of Resources 



Task #5 



Participants in the forum were asked to simulate the al- 
location of resources to student types by using the top three ranked 
criteria in the order selected by their groups. 

In the brief time allotted to this task, many failed to 
clearly understand the instructions for the completion of the simula- 
tion instrument. As a result, a high percentage of responses must 
be regarded as invalid. Further, many failed to make the required 
choices. The most common manifestation of this was the ranking of 
every criteria as being of the first priority. 

In the areas of financial need and scholastic achievement, 
however, the responses were sufficiently clear to make several 
observa ti ons . 

Thirty-three forum participants completed the allocation 
task for the criterion of Financial Need. 

Twenty-six ranked the categories in the following order of 

priority. 

1. Sizeable Financial Need 

2. Moderate Financial Need 

3. No Financial Need 

Three respondents placed moderate need first; two indicated 
sizeable need was the only criterion, and two placed equal weight on 
moderate and sizeable financial need. Of those who filled out a 
percentage for these categories (22) only one indicated that some 
portion (lOr,) of aid monies be allocated to students of no financial 
need. Thus, 26 out of 33 participants rated Sizeable Financial Need 
as the first priority for financial assistance. 

In the area of scholastic achievement, t;hirty-one forum 

participants returned completed ranking instruments. 
ERJC 30 
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Seventeen said that money be allocated in the following 
order of priority: 

1. Superior achievers 

Average achievers 
3. Below average achievers 
Five thought that average achievers deserve priority over 
superior achievers but all twenty-two indicated that below average 
achievers be last. 

Nine respondents indicated that all three categories be 
given equal weight, or, to pi't it more simply, that this criterion 
should not be a significant factor in allocation of financial aid. 
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Task #6 



Evaluation of the Forum 

Participants in the financial aid forum were asked to 

rank criteria to be employed for the selection of recipients in 

consideration for Financial Aid. A questionnaire titled "Sound Off" 

was developed in an attempt to determine the validity of the results 

of the conference and the general reaction of participants to forum 

activities. Also included in the evaluation Instrument were questions 

of a more general nature which were an attempt to secure feedback 

from conference participants which might prove useful In planning 

future community forums. To ensure that the evaluation exercise was 

sufficiently comprehensive, ample opportunity was provided for 

comment on all aspects of the conference. All participants comments 

are listed after each question. 

************** 

Some- 
Yes what No 

1. Do you think the Forum was well organized: 41 ~H "T 

a. fouK comrmntcd on the, con^zn.zncz 6taKt'ing latz» 

2. Did you find the materials and documents useful? 29 16 0 

a. Should be 6znt out zaKlizfi 4>o monz attznt^om 
can be. g-ivzn to them* 

b. ReipowAe i>kzzt6 B tce^e no good because cA.A.tzA.-ia 
we-^e too i> imp Hit tic. 

c. I Iza^ntd mo^z {^n.cm tkz dA.6ca66ion. 

d. ijJzll do curmntzd and n.z6<iafick(id, 

c. BackgKound o^ pKa^ant policy would have kzlpzd. 

5. Haue net Kzad thzm. 

g. Too itioKdij, 

k. Good job on numbzK 4. 



mc 
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Some- 
Yes what No 



3. Were the instructions for your involvement clear? 31 13 1 

a. Vt'-i, bat nut ^oC^oiwd in gnoup. 

b. Too lOu^dij. 

4. Do you feel better informed or more knowledgeable about the 

problems of financial aid as a result of this session? 24 15 7 

a. 1 t^ilnk the oppofixunitij to dUcuus^ iinancAJiZ old problem 

b. liJhat iua6 ^i^^ol'ucrf? 

c. PKobtem6 have bzen ctanliM and mij po^iJUoyu and otkoA^ 
ha\}2 been po^au'zed. 

5. Did you feel you had an adequate opportunity to make your 

views known on this issue? 37 6 3 

a. yzb 



). Do you feel that your participation in this conference was a 
worthwhile use of your time? 

a. Vei 



37 8 



b. a/oa^rf tiko. moKZ oppohtanity to havz my opinion^ coyU^id^Atd 
and uatd in tke. ^iniZ ddt^nmimtion. 

7. Was your group leader sufficiently prepared and informed? 38 

a. /c^ and patL^nX.. 

b. TAA.zd bat anqaati.{iie.d to dUcct nn. 6tunalaXe. m^k6hop. 

c. Ve^y aim'. taZ^ction uiith good andiLfU>tandLng of^ problem 
and tuoidQAAkip. 

d. VeAy good. 



8. Did you approve of the structure and format of tonight's 
conference? 

a. Viib 

b. faUuna to f^oHt'ou} i^chcdul^i' . 

c. P(/fihap6 an eurf lUtimation ilumi'd bi' aqicerf on. 

d. T6«e coiled kavi'. b^'^n bi-ttcA s^pvnt on ipccif^ic ii^l^uu. 

ER?C 33 
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Some- 
Yes what No 



ERIC 



c. Wi'f enough time-- bkou^d be a f^utl-daij ^QnUnoA.. 
Exp^oKatiun cn the -t^iuc had to be. 6ap<iAii<Ua.i. 

But too hhofLt. 

9. Did you feel tonight's topic was sufficiently important to 

warrant holding this forum? 41 4 0 

a. Vou had bet.te/i hotd mon.e.. 

b. Vet 

c. Lhiccn-taui at to Kch'vance. and Kzat nzzd f^on. ^ofium. 

10. Do you think that the expression of views by the participants 

tonight will have any effect on policy decisions? 12 25 8 

a. 1 hope to. 

fa. I LCoaid hope to. 

c. They had beX.teA. 

d. The. ttixdy gfioup loHl dzcUde a& loUZ the Comml6&loneA. 

e. 1 tinceAely hope. to. 
fi. I'd tike to tlUtik 60. 

11. Do you think that the participants in tonight's meeting are 

adequately representative? 21 14 8 

a. Coutd have been mone ttudent.t. 

b. Ai a lehoie -in my QAoup but not enough 6tudentt. 

c. Shoutd have mane ttudent involvmznt and paAQ.nt() Oj$ 
6econdaA.y age ttudent^. 

d. Really don't knoie leho^e It heAZ. 

e. UltAjnate de.cU^icn-make^u leeKe not heAe.. 
,v l^oi^tly Oft inttitutiont , homveA, 

<j. Sut I'm not 6u.ie at eveAybody. 

h. h\one pubtic involvement needed [poAentit-taxpayeAA-'litudenZt] . 

i. Invite: (/) kigh tchool^ ttadenX^i and (2) pnopn^ieXaKy and 
ca^Aetpondence -inyt titutiont . 

j. M</ guett vt that pnofie^tt-ionai educatou aKe ditpfiopontionoted 
^epne^ented. 34 
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Some- 
Yes what No 

fc. Wef enougU i>tLuk'nU, iH:>t<tutAuHaJ: Ata^i^ {tike, (^imnclai 
aid ofi{iicci.6] . 

12. Do you think tonight's issue warrants additional public involvement 

prior to decision-making? 36 8 0 

a. Z don't ice /tow tjau can Kcalii^ticaULLj do mon.e. than tkU. 

b. Kbi>oUU(!lij 

c. PMic L'dLLcation Mould twZpfiU^. 

d. Invite paAv.nti> to attend. 

e. That depends idiat the. end fieMitt o{\ tliU ion.im VeA.im.p6 
a KefiC/Lcndum should be oi^((et('cf in the iall election^ to 
detemine the public' i> de^bifie.. 

j^. Stude^ittA and paiental deciUon-making . 

13. Were the 8 criteria presented for your ranking sufficient? 

(indicate, other, if any). 18 3 19 

a. Saij c/Utexia conceAning the student ai> a peA^on oAz a.b6e.nt. 

b. Kot mU o^ganize^ on. mutuatly excla^ion^. 

c. Cumbina^tion oi ne.ed and *>c ha lactic abititij. 

d. Motivation 

k. I ^eZt the ciiteAia uoeAe ambiguous and that thl6 gendAotzd un- 
nee.dzd contusion in t/ie di^cu6bion. 

Some need tt^^ betXeA de^uiitiotiUi. 

g. Mo need to ^eoA a 9th categoMj ii 951 oi tho&e ci&feed "votzd" 
^oK nee,d and taZe.nt. 

h. Thought oUtenAon 6tAuatuAed no me.thod oi innovative. 



Tijpe o(^ pe/uon involvement ^n commu^ii-tij oK eKtAa-cjuJoUculoA 
■ifi a iiigh ^choat, etc. 



j. Veb 

k, I think theij loe.ne too mamj. 

^. AnotheA cfiitenia M;a4 added, grouping need and abititij. 



m. 



n. 
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Thn.ee iiiAough ex-ght MeAe too nebulous and individual io^ 
thorough dii>cu6.i>ion in (5-tv;e minuX.e.i,. 

OvcaIlj 6impta>tic and in icme ca^e^ veAij vague.d and ioA 
ill def^ined. 

3o 
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0. T^K' aiqlit pnc.6i'ntcd tvcAc in need of^ cZaAiiication. 
PnobHemt icith ictmntics and de^itutlon. {fJliat about 
l/f feiani inalHiiitij to iuppont kU edacati.un by the. 
G.I. ua. 

p. CfLite/Lla iWAe. {>anpti^t.ic and n.eqiuJie mon.e dz^^hvition. 

T/ic nuinben oi ciiXexia tooi O.K., but tkey u?eAe ^OA. too 
■i,mpi^i^tA.c. 

K. Thcij uoeAe. i>u(^^i(iient to 6taAt a duciu^ion, but mo^t o^tzn 
meAe nut veAij *ie.tevant to act a^ a cAiteJiia iofi a Q&neACit 
{^■inancA.al med ieXectioi'i. 

1. Some o{^ the. c^iteAia mAz a ^UXttz vaguz and peAhap6 not a 
meanb (^o>l dzcAdinQ loheXkeA aid should be givzn. 

t. Community oK society woeds should iiave been incZudzd, peAhap^ 
to xe place "Student' 6 Pn.ogfLam o(, Studies andloK Type, oi 
I ^li ti tjutlo n Kt tending . " 

a. .Mo6t mAe. unneceAiiaAy--i>i»cz financial mzd U> tvidznt. 



14. When do you prefer conferences scheduled: In the evening, during 
the day, on weekends? (please circle one) 



a. Tu}e.nty-{iivt --in tlic evening. 

b. Seventeen -- during thz day. 

c. Jm -- on iMee.kmdLt> , 



15. Would ycu like to make additional conments on tonight's conference? 

a. I ie.el inequititi^ii in oaAp^e^i&nt amxd i>y6tem iwL^ to be Kzvi^zd--to 
include tkz needy, middle, income 6tudznt^. 

b. 1 ^ind f^inancAoZ n&ed the nambeA one cKiteAlon and att otheA^ 6e.condaKy, 
OtheA oAza^i axe 6o L^xcad that f^Kom my point of^ v<ew thzy oAe. all n.eJUiti\}Z. 
The idea uf^ iichotahtic ability p(MC4 an ime.diate problem. In tkU, ccu^e, 
vK' 6hou^d addHe.66 oun^eNe^ to the qu&6txon of, 6chola^tic ability by (^}hat 
meai>uAe.b and the hoio. hkiKe cUXention should be paid to med of VeteAan^ 
in poAticula^ and the iM^aei brought fonwoAd fun the 6tatt to take 6omc 
action in tight of fedenat Goali in action. 

c. Thank6 fvn the uppofitunitH to panticipate . 

d. I muld icquifie additional time to di^cd^i, tiii6 vital i6i>ue. It muld 
it'Cra app>iopn.iate to have futune invoiveinovt in thld aAe.a of netting 
pKiofvitie.fi 1^01 R/iorfe I inland. 

er|c 3^ 
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Givt each pa/itUcpant a tut »ame^ o{i peopta in ka> g^oap and 
thoAA a^f^AjUcUiun. 

pL>A'naps tot' i>liouJCd kavQ di^ei^nt g%oup6 duca^6 cUj^i^eAG'it 6cgme.nt!> 
■tiii.' pHobim instead cUJ^ g^oupi kandting oil 6zgmz¥vU. {J^ only 
b^caiue afi tinw coi/UiidQAatLon] . 

Uzcd mon.^ tunn to da>CLL&6 and de.^im tzAm6. 

It iO£L6 "pn.og^aim(>d" to n.CA.n^on.c(L 32/24 nn&pon^z iuAvay. Pen^on^ 
invited to tkih m<iiiZing should have bee^i invited to the. "planning" 
meeting 6o that theiA input could have been pn.eJ>ented and included 
befiOn.e it utti pne^ented tu them. 

GfieatcA depth u{) dc6ca4'5-to>i f^ox iuch impo^Uant ^4ac-4 needed. 

Voand it dA,fiiicuZt to ^eel ccAtain m mAe alt con^ideAing the iome 
lUnd ui {iinancial. at^i^tance. 

Appn.ecA,ate opportunity to contAibute to thi^ kind decision-making. 
Eminen,ty f^ain. and iull meeting --tiiank you. 
Suggest note playing ion next con^eAence. 

IntAoducto^y 6peakeA6 unneces^^oAy. railuAe to 6taAt on time. Con^eAence 
should be confined to a geneAol aAe£L--not i>catteAed thAoughout the. 
bu^itding. TheAe i6 no queJ>tion about financial need a& ^1 cAiXeAta. 
The pn.ublem i^s hou) the lund6 oKe distributed and the cAiteAia used in 
allocating ^unds to individuals. More people i^om diUQAent background 
i>hou^.d have the pouoeA to allocate founds nxUheA than a 6tate agency. 

I mi> operating undeA the assumption that ujhat lAJe vJeAe deating mXh 
woi eXlgibility cnlteAia ^or the state scholoAship. li this ms the 
case, and i^ tJiat uoe oaq. cunceAned mXh is a comprehension iinancMil 
aid program ivlUch meets the needs o^ all of, the staters students] 
{rather than just the disbursement oi ^und^ ^rom one program] the.n 
the ranking approach is premature. Before any ranking o^ c^tterla occurs, 
a coAeiul assessment should occur o^ all ^orms o^ ^inancZal aid that 
oAe available to 'Rhode Island residents. Thus, m muld be dexLli.ng 
u}iXh the iDrobtem o^ u)hose needs are not nou) being met, raXheA than 
ivhuse needs in a Utopian mrld should be met iinst. 
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\ SIAII (M KHODI |SIAN[) AND PKOVIDINC I PLANTATIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

rioint'ii.ulr sifi'i'f, I'll A Minx f. Khodr l'.l.«n<l 



Arthur R. Pootaralti. Acting Commtsiioncr 



August 29 , 1974 



An Invitation to 



The Forum on Financial Assistance 



Tuesday, September 24, 1974 



HOW CAN WE PROVIDE THE BEST POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION TO ALL RHODE ISLAND CITIZENS 
REGARDLESS OF THEIR ABILITY TO PAY? 



This question faces Rhode Islanders while educational costs continue 
to soar. A first step in responding to this issue is to decide on the types of 
citizens who should receive first consideration in the distribution of limited 
funds which the state may make available. In coming to grips with this 
important first step, a Forum is planned to seek reaction from the Rhode Island 
public as to whom should get priority in financial assistance. 

To gain a sense of public sentiment on this issue, a FORUM on Financial 
Assistance has been planned for Tuesday, September 24, 1974 at Rhode Island 
Junior College's Warwick Campus. You are cordially invited to be present at 
this Forum. If you would like to attend, please fill out and mail the accompanying 
postcards by September 13, 1974. 

The Forum can be a great opportunity for all involved. For the government 
agencies, including the Board of Regents for Education, the Rhode Island Post- 
secondary Education Commission and the General Assembly, it will provide additional 
insight in resolving this question they face. For you, it is the opportunity to make 
your perspectives on this issue known to those who will eventually have to decide 
in your behalf. 
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PLEASE return the attached postage-paid reply cards by Friday, September 13. 1974 , 
If you have any questions, feel free to call: 

Rhode Island Department of Education 
Office of Planning and Management 
Bureau of Postsecondary Education 
277-2685 



YES, I would like to attend the Forum on Financial 
Assistance 

DATE: Tuesday, September 24, 1974 
TIME: 6:30 p.m. 

PLACE: Rhode Island Junior College 
Warwick, Rhode Island 

NO, I will not be able to attend the Forum, but would 
like to be kept informed of developments in this area. 



(Name) (Organization) 



(Address) (Tel. No.) 



By completing the brief survey below, you can make the Forum more exciting 
and valuable for you and other participants. This is an ANONYMOUS response. 

Below is a list of eight criteria which may be used to select students for 
Financial Assistance. 

Please rank these criteria into the order which can best be used to choose the 
kinds of students you believe deserve Financial Assistance. The highest rank is "1" 
and the lowest rank is "8." This is a forced choice exercise and there should be no 
ties or blanks. 

The documents enclosed may help you in coming to a decision. 



Student's Age 



Student's Financial Need 



Student's Scholastic Ability 



Number of College Years Already Completed 



Time Enrolled (Full-Timu or Part-Time) 

Location of Institution (In-State or Out-of-State) 

Type of Institution Attending 

(Private, Public, Proprietary, Correspondence) 

Student's Program of Studies 
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS 

:DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

V 199 Promenade Stn-et, lVc>vi<lence, Rhode Island 02908 



Afthuf R Ponwolli. Actiny Commisnowr 



September 13, 1974 



The Forum on Financial Assistance 
September 24, 1974 
6:30 P. M. 
\{Uoi\e Island Junior College 
Warwick, Rhode Island 



Thank you for your response to attend the Forum on Financial 
Assistance. The exchange of Ideas that will take place between you 
and other members of the Phode Island Community will help to shape 
the future of financial assistance to students of Postsecondary Education 
in Rhode Island. 

IJe arc happy to provide you with additional information to assist 
in your obtainlnc; a more detailed picture of what to expect on the 
eveninr; of September 24th • 

The Question to be Addressed 

The primary question which is to be addressed in forum activities 
is: ''Who should receive first consideration in awarding financial assistance 
to students of Postsecondary Fducation?** 

j^cknrp und Hir.hli^hts 

- On May 2, 1974, the Hoard of Rei^ents for Lducation adopted a 

policy that: the inability of individuals to muster sufficient 

resources to meet their (financial) needs should not be allowed to deprive 
those individuals of seeking both quality and diversity In their post- 
secondary experience 
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-recent studies by L!u» DepartrionL of F.ciucation indicate that if 
nerelv thv IP to year old Rliode Island populaLion were to attend post- 
secondary education at a rate equal to those students from the highest 
income fanilier>, their wuiuk^t financial necil would be in excess of $50 million. 

-Hefore decisions are made ree'.ardlnp, who should receive first consideration 
in awarding financial assistance, the law states that the Board of Regents 
liiust seek the advice of those concerned with and affected by its de- 
terminations as a rep^ular procedure in arriving at its conclusions and in 
setting; its policy/' 

Vour Role at .t'ne.Fpnim: Forum Tasks 

On the evcninp, of the Forum » you will become a member of a group 
consist inp, of approximately ten people from the business, political, civic 
and educational community. Your Rroup will be asked to perform the following 
tasks : 

1. To examine the rankinp of criteria as determined by the analysis 
of responses to the brief survey that accompanied your Invitation 
to attend the Forum. 

2. To modify or endorse the order in which the criteria were placed 
by the entire participant body. 

3. To identify the values and philosophical bases that underlie the 
placement of those criteria in the order as agreed by your group. 

A. To re-rank the criteria on an individual basis, so that individual 
responses may be tabulated at the forum for participant review 
of the chanp.es that may have taken place as a result of further 
elaboration of the issues. 

5. To simulate the allocation of resources to student types by using 
the top three ranked criteria in the order selected by your group. 

tiow to Prepare ^fpjr the F oru m 

To ensure that all j^art icipants have some understanding of the issues 
Involved we urge you to review tfie documents that accompanied your invitation. 

Working, Note Hi 

" The Financ i al N eed o[ Rhpde_ Island C itizens Atte ndin g Post sccondary 
Education: The Present Ci rcumstances. ' ' 

This document provides information about the number and kinds of people 
who attend Postsecondary Education and the financial need of these people. 
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V/ orktnp Note tf/f 

* ' ernu nln j^ the Kli Pool for a Financial A ssistance Program • ' * 

This document raises the argumonts for assisting various kinds of 
people who attend Posisecondary Education, This document will play a major 
role In your ^roupVs performance of Task Number 5* 

Please brinp, both of these documents to the Forum on Financial Assistance, 

We look forward to seelnp you on September 24th* 
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FORUM PARTICIPANTS 



ALBANESE. JEFFREY 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

BABCOCK, WILLIAM 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

BACKES, MICHAEL 
PROVIDENCE COLLEGE 

BERGERON, DON 

UNI-VERSITY OF RHOnE ISLAND . 

BOUDOIN.GAIL 

YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL 

BROWN, ERIC 
BROWN UNIVERSITY 

BLTTENCOURT. BRUCE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

BODNER, FAY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

BROUILLETTE. RICHARD 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

BURELL, WILLIAMS 
R.I.H.E. ASSOC. CORP. 

BURN, MARGUERITE 
R.I.H.E. ASSOC. CORP. 

CAISTER, LOUIS DR. 
BARRINGTON COLLEGE 

CARLEY, KAREN 
BRYANT COLLEGE 

CASEY, EDWARD JR. A. 

R. I. FEDERATION OF TEACHERS 

CAYOUETTE, IDA 

R. I. CONGRESS PTA 

CLEMENT, MILTON 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR VETS 

CORRARO, PHILOMENA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

COYLE, EILEEN F. 

PROV. HUMAN RELATIONS COM. 



CRAIG, GEORGE 
BRYANT COLLEGE 

DELANEY, JOSEPH P. 
JOHNSON & WAuiia COLLEGE 

DE GRAPHENRIED E. 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

DOEBLER, CHAD 
PROVIDENCE COUNTRY DAY 

EDWARDS, TOM 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

EFROM, BINYAMIN 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

FLANAGAN, WILLIAM, DR. 
RHODE ISLAND JUNIOR COLLEGE 

GARRAHY, J- JOSEPH, LT. GOVERNOR 
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 

GIAMPIETRO, JOAN 
OLD STONE BANK 

GOLDMAN. FREDA 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

GRAZIANO, CATHERINE 
SALVE REGINA COLLEGE 

HAGAN, JOHN 

RHODE ISLAND JUNIOR COLLEGE 

HARGRAVE, JAMES 
PROV. HUMAN RELATIONS 

HEAP, ELIZABETH 

R. I. HOSPITAL TRUST 

HORMAN, MARILYN 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

HUGHES, BERNADETTE SISTER, CP. 
MT. ST. JOSEPH COLLEGE 

HURRY, WILLIAM 
RHODE ISLAND COLLEGE 

INGLE, CLYDE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
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KAPSTEIK, SHERWIN 

R. I. EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

KELLY, BRIAN 
PROVIDENCE COUNTRY DAY 



KENNY, MICHAEL 

R. I. ASSOC. SECONDARY PRINCIPALS 

KEEGAN, LUCILLE 

STATE PLANNING COMMISSION 

LATilEN, NELLIE 

PROV. HUMAN RELATIONS COM. 

' LAURIE, JEFFREY 
YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU 

LIVERNOIS, DENISE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

LYNCH, MICHAEL J. 
BRYANT COLLEGE 

lyons, mary 
board of regents 

mandryk, john 
department of education 

mastrodicasa, linda 
department of education 

McCarthy, pat 
department of education 

McKENNA, ROBERT J. 
RHODE ISLAND SENATE 

MENARD, JOSEPH W. 

R.I.C. ALUMNI ASSOCIATION 

MERRIGAN, PAULA 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

MINIATI, PETER 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

MOORE. PETKR 

RHODE ISIJ^ND COLLEGE 

MOUUY, MICHAEL 

K. I. ASSOC. SECONDARY PRINCIPALS 

NELSON, ROY A. 
BRYANT COLLEGE 

ERIC 



NERO, JOHN 

CAREER ED. PROJECT 

O'BRIEN, BILL 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

PETERSON, THOMAS R. REV. 
PROVIDENCE COLLEGE 

PETERSON, JOHN REV. 
PROVIDENCE COLLEGE 

ROY, DAVID 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
RAWNSLEY ' 



RYAN, DAN 
BRYANT COLLEGE 

RYAN, MIKE 

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 

SAUNDERS, TANYA R. 
URBAN LEAGUE OF R. I. 

SAPINSLEY, LILA 
SENATOR 

SCOTT, THOMAS 
BRYANT COLLEGE 

SHAW, RUTH W. 
KATHARINE GIBBS SCHOOL 

SHAY, JOHN 

UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

SHAPPY, ROLAND 

ROGER WILLIAMS COLLEGE 

SIMON, HAL 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR VETERANS 

SMITH, /AICE 

R. I. CONGRESS PTA 

STEVENSON, HARRY 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

STOCK ARD, RAY 

UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

THOMAS, PAUL A. 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



SMITH, LOWELL 
BRYANT COLLEGE 

TOUGAS, MAURICE 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

VASLET, ALBERT 
SENATOR 

WARBURTON T.G. 
A.C. I . 

WEBBER, LORRAINE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

WEISS, RICHARD 
TAX ASSESSOR 

WEISS, RICHARD 
TAX ASSESSOR 

WEISS, SARA W. 
SALVE REGINA COLLEGE 

WHITE, PATRICIA 

RHODE ISLAND JUNIOR COLLEGE 

WOCDBERRY, PETER 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

ZANNINI, FRANK 

ROGER WILLIAMS COLLEGE 

ZEHRING, JOHN 
BARRINGTON COLLEGE 
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E xplanati on of the Re.s_ao_ns_e Analy sis Techniques 

Tables lA and 2A display the numbe r of respondents that 
designated a criterion to be a particular rank. 

For example, under student's age: one (1) person believed 
it should be ranked number 1, two (2) people believed it should be 
ranked number 2, and so on to where thirteen (13) people believed it 
should be ranked number 8. 

"^Tables 16 a'nd'2B show the perc-ent of respondents that 
designated a criterion to be a particular rank. 

For example, you will observe that in Table IB under the 
criterion of financial need, 77% of the respondents designated that 
to be ranked number 1 (Note: that Table lA shows that 26 of the 34--or 
77% designated Financial Need to be ranked number 1). 

In addition. Tables IB and 2B display the resultant score 
that was obtained for each criterion. This score was determined by 
multiplying the percentage of responses to each rank with the rank 
value itself and then adding the results for each criterion. 
For example, under Financial Need (Table IB): 
77% X rank 1 = .77 
21% X rank 2 = .42 

3% X r ank 8 = .24 

Total =1.43 

The criteria were then ordered so that the criteria with 
the lowest scores were assigned the highest rank. 
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